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ABSTBACT 

Evaluated was the Summer Pre-Placement Program for 
Severely Hultihandicapped Blind Children, designed to provide 
individualized programs for improving the performance of 16 children 
(4*11 years old} in the following areas — communication skills, vision 
training, psycho niiOtor and perceptual training, social development , 
ambulation, self-dependence, self-avareness, and avareness of others. 
Objectives of the evaluation vere to determine if the performance of 
a majority of students improved across all items at least one scale 
point in the areas mentioned above, and to determine if parents vere 
involved in the educational and emotional needs of the children and 
the rehabilitation methods employed. Findings shoved that although 
the project's first objective vas not met, no child decreased in 
terms of the areas under consideration and parents vere involved in 
the program. (Appended are the rating scale, a saqple interviev 
schedule, responses to telephone intervievs, observation report 
forms, and a daily schedule.) (SBH) 
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Chapter I: THE PROGRAM 

The Summer Pre-Placement Program for Severely Multihandicapped 
Blind Children served l6 children who were born between July I96h and 
June 1971. Birth anomalies and post-natal neurological deficit 
characterize the children. The severe handicaps encountered by this 
group included: blindness, muscle dysfunction, severe hearing loss, 
apparent intellectual retardation on a primary and/or secondary 
basis, emotional problems. None of the children was able, as of 
June 1975, to attend an educational facility other than this one, 
which was designed especially for them. The inability to attend an 
educational facility other than this one and attendance in the facility 
prior to the summer of 1975 were the criteria used for the inclusion 
of subjects in the program. The children selected for this program 
live in widely separated districts in the borough of Brooklyn. 

As a result of being in the program it was believed that 
pupil performance would improve in the following areas : communication 
skills, vision training, psychomotor and perceptual training, social 
development, ambulation, self-dependence, self -awareness and awareness 
of others. Furthermore it was believed that the emotional and educa- 
tional needs of the children would be more effectively met. 

To accomplish these results the l6 children were divided into 
three groups . Each child was proviaed with an individual program that 
was designed in terms of his handicap and developmental level. The 
programs of students were constantly ref ormulatea. as the need arose. 

Within the total program Title VI fun-^j were used specifically 
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fo" one (the program funded only one) of the two physical therapists, 
uhree para rofe..slontas (there were four paraprofessionals in the 
pro/rram), and for the three teachers. The specific activities 
e.igaged in by these persons will novr be described. 
.icuivities, of the Staff Fimded by Title VI 

Pro^j ec t coord ^ nator . Implemented program; wrote proposal, 
processed payrolls; ordered supplies; contracted transportation; 
observed pro^^rarK kept all data for the Bureau for the Education 
of the Visually Handicapped. . 

The physical therapists (2) . Constantly using diagnostic and 
rehabilitative procedures, these pi-ofeissionals help the youngsters with 
their motor development, ^Vhere needed, massages are used to encourage 
the development of muscle tone. In some instances crawling is stressed,, 
while in others the youngsters have been able to r^chieve erect standing 
and walking either assisted or unassisted* Motor activities in those 
instances where the youngsters are capable include the use of a walking 
bar, a tricycle, e trampoline, mats, and stair climbing. 

The teachers (3) . Primarily working with children in their 
charge in the development of early childhood skills the teachers 
diligently performed the tasks associated with their roles. The speech 
teacher engaged the pupils in activities using musical instruments and 
an auditory trainer so that the child could learn to equate the sound he 
hears with the sound he makes. ' Another teacher worked to develop pre- 
academic skills such us coloring, number concept, block building, 
cutting, matching, pupil interactions and constructive play. Through 
verbal and nonverbal methods communication skills were emphasized with 
new and continued emphasis on gestural communications. 
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Outcoor activities centered around the use cf the large 
Pla/ground r^quipment on the roof of the Industrial Home for the 
Jlind. Special water therapy at a nearby JBo a rd of Education high 
sc.iool swimming pool was arranged for 6nce per week. However, that 
activity was terminated because of the drowning of a child in a 
similar program elsewhere in the city early in the summer. 

The paraprofessionals (3) . The paraprofessionals are directly 
involved with toileting. They assist the rehabilitation and classroom 
teachers in the development of early childhood skills such as the 
discrimination of color, size or shape; or the development of language 
and speech. They stress the development of social interaction patterns 

K 

between themselves and the youngsters. 

All members of the staff assist in feeding. 

Attempts were made to involve parents by inviting them to 
observe their children frequently at the facility. These parents 
would then be able to provide in the home a continuation and reinforce- 
ment of the structured training that the child received in the facility. 

The population of 16 children was transported by contracted 
mini-buses from their homes in Brooklyn to the Industrial Home for 
the Blind in Brooklyn from July 7, 1975 to August 7, 1975- The 
school day was 9:00 A.M. to 2i:/0 P.M. Each child was expected to 
participate at least ?5 hours per week either individually or in a 
group. (See Appendix E.) 
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Chapter II: EV/>J.UATIVE PROCEDURES 

On-site visits were made by the project evaluator and interviews 
were held on site with the teacher in charge, other professional 
staff, the physical therapists, and the paraprofessionals . In addioion, 
conferences were held with central headquarters supervisory personnel, 
including the project coordinator. 

To determine the effectiveness with which the evaluation 
objectives w«;re attained with the total population of 1.6, the evaluator 
observed the program in operation on two separate occasions (July 1 >, 
1975 and July 25, 1975). Observation reports are appended (see 
Appendix D). 

The objectives of the eveiluation are: 

Evaluation Ob.iective 1 ; To determine if the performance of 
a majority of pupils improves across eill items at least one scale 
point in the areas of communication skills, vision training, psychomotor 
and perceptual training, social development, ambulation, self-depe->fe-nce, 
self -awareness and awareness of others as measured by the pre-post 
administration of a locally developed rating scale. 

Evaluation Ob.iective 2 ; To determine if parents are involved 
through observation and consultation in the educational and emotional 
needs of the children and the rehabilitation methods employed. 

For the determination of evaluation objective 1 a rating scale 
was employed (see Appendix A). The scale measures children's communica- 
tion skills, vision training, psychomotor and perceptual training, 
social development, ambulation, self dependence, self -awareness and 



8 



5 



aware-.ess of o^^^^K ^^e '""^^ '^"'^S^^i ,y ^^^Si^a;, ^^aff . 
The rating scal^ -'^^^ tl'^ '""^^^ With ^"'^''"^ *° the 

tasks observed U^^^ ^c^atc^^ ^''^ scf^^' '^«Ie 
was administered ^U^^^^^^ ot^ ^^^^^ as ^ ^^^^^^^ 

and was readffliniste^^^ ^/^""^ ^.^^ ^^.^^ ^-Oei, ^j.^ P^ogi-aj^ ^ 
posttest. 

For the d^^'e,^^^^,^^""^^, ^^^y^^'^""'' ^ ^^^o,^, 

were kept of the nu^^^^ / ^^^^^^^ th^ ^^.t^^^e^^"^ '^'"'"^^i^n of 
the Observations and P^^e^t,^ ^^^e in^olv^^ ^^i„g 

their visits. ^^^tti''^' ""^^ ^v.:^^^*''' ''^^ie o^^^'''^^ progra«>, 
obser-ved the nature ^^/"^ ' '^^^ ,^^Juato. 

viewed parents aS to f^'^^^^^.^y^ cP^'^^^^^ V^^"" °f their 

visitations (i.e.. w^^^ ✓ ""^^ ^J, ^^'^ ^^t: tl:^i> ^^W). 

(See Appendix B.) Th, "^^e ^^,,t^i^^'' '^^ou^^out 

the program up un^U 3^^^ C^^^^^^ ^^t^' 

For evaluation -j^ V''^ ^^,i>i>«^* ^^ai, ^^,^g 

for each respective o},^^^^ / '^^^^^^^f rt>e^"^"^ be 

compared. If it fo^„^ i^^'S^^ p.r^-^^^^o^ i>}i« "^^^^nty of 
pupils improves acros^ ^^^^^ ^^^^ jjoi^^t, ^^^^ 

evaluation objective ^^^^ jj^ve bg^^ ^^^s-O.^^^' 

For evaluation .^.^^^^^ ^ ^V^U,,^^ ^^^i.ed th^ 

collected con-:.rnine tj^^ r^^*^'" Visi*^' "'''^^^tions, 

consultations v.itJi st^^^ ^^^e ^^e^ to 

the extent to whi^n p^^^^^^ ^'^^^ ^^^^^^^d tj,,^^^^ 

consultation in de^^lo^.^^^ for '^^'^^''S t:he 6^^'^*'°''^ and 

0 
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emotional needs of the children. The data were fxxrther utilized to 
determine if parents were learning about rehabilitation methods employed 
in the program and to determine whether or not the evaluation objective 2 
was satisfactorily attained. 

Although the evaluation design specifies that l8 children would 
participate in the project only l6 subjects were involved by the time 
that the project got underway. One of the children dropped out of 
the program before the pretest was administered for evaluation 
objective 1- The other child failed to register and did not appear 
at q1 i on the records of the program. 
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Chapter III: FINDINGS 
Evaluation Objective 1 

To determine if the performance of a majority of pupils improves 
across all items at least one scale point in the areas of communication 
skills, vision training, psychomotor and perceptual training, social 
development, ambulation, self-dependence, self -awareness and awareness 
of others as measured by the pre-post administration of a locally 
developed rating scale. 

The performance of the majority of pupils did not improve 
across all items at least one scale point. The evaluation objective 1 
cannot therefore be held to have been attained. Table 1 shows the 
results of the pre-post administration of the locally developed rating 
scale. The mean of the differences between pre- and posttest adminis- 
tration across categories and subjects indicates failure to ijcaprove 
by at least one scale point. Examination of the data provided by the 
ratling scale yields in addition the following results: 

Self Help Skills : As of August 8, 1975> all l6 pupils attending 
the program showed no loss of self help skill as a result of participa- 
tion in the program. One pupil seemed to demonstrate some improvement 
from minimDum to moderate ability to function in this area. 

Pre-Academic Skills : At the end of the program no change of 
pre-academic skill resulted as a result of participation in the program. 
Almost one-third of the group is non-functioning. An additional one- 
half of the group have a minimum ability to function in this area. 
Ortly 19 percent (three pupils) function above that level. 
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Self Awareness ; The staff was able to assist pupils to maintain 
their skill levels within this category. Even though only l2-l/2 percent 
were non-functioning and 12-1/2 percent possessed advanced ability to 
function with respect to self-awareness, three-fourths of the group 
possessed either minimum or moderate ability to function. The 
evaluation scale indicates no changes in the ratings made on the 
children on a pretest-posttest basis. 

Social Awareness ; In this category, skill levels were maintained. 
In addition, three pupils improved to a minimum ability to function 
from a non-functioning level. At the end of the summer program, 
over 60 percent of the pupils (lO) functioned at least with minimum 
ability. Only two pupils were non-fvinctioning with respect to social 
awareness. 

Ambulation . No loss of skill in ambulation occurred as a 
result of the summer program. Approximately kk percent (?) of the 
pupils demonstrated improvement in the ability to get around. At 
the end of the summer program, approximately 38 percent (6) of the 
pupils demonstrated an advanced ability to function in the category 
of ambulation. 

Feeding Skills . The program staff was able to maintain the 
pupils' skill levels in self -feeding skills. Over 60 percent of the 
pupils functioned with minimum to moderate ability to feed themselves 
at the end of the siumner program. Only three pupils remained non- 
functioning in their ability to feed themselves. These three students 
were either non-functioning or functioning at minimum ability levels 
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in all of the other categories. 

Communication Skills : There are two categories under which 
comnunication skills were considered: Gestural language and Verbal 
Janguage. Our attention shall be focused upon the f oncer since ^all 
(except one) students were non- functional with respect to verbal 
language. In the Gestural Language category, skill levels were 
all maintained. Six of the l6 students showed some improvement. 
Evaluation Objectiv- 2 

To determine if parents were involved through observation 
and consultation in the educational and emotional needs of the children 
and the rehabilitation methods employed. 

Data indicate that evaluation objective 2 was attained. 
Communication with parents was good. Seventy-five percent of the 
parents visited the summer program at least once. Nine of the l6 
parents (or more than 5O percent) visited during a special "Open House" 
which was held on July 29, 1975. Three parents visited the site at 
other times during the summer. All parents were contacted. Of the 
four parents who did not visit the site, three were communicated with 
via telephone. Communication was maintained with the foxirth parent 
via notes. 

Four of the 16 parents (25 percent) were randomly selected 
for telephone interview regarding the number and nature of visits, 
observations, consultation with staff and so forth (see Appendix C), 
The results of these interviews indicate that all of the parents 
contacted in this manner visited the site of the program at least 

1.3 
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once. ThT^^ four parents interviewed stated that' concern 

about their child's jjrdgress was a' 3*eclson for visiting* thff program. 
Two of the f parents- spoke with both the' teachers and one 'Of^ - :. 
tbe therapists. Air of the parents ihtWv^^^ at ifeast'-spoke 'witb 
tbe teacher • The parents iriteihriew'ed m^^^ 
more about what the program was attempting- to do' with^ the 'c 

All pfl-rents felt that the visit(s ) 'Was (wte!re) worthwhile,/ :o 
Howeve^^^, oriiy one pareint expressed "the catrVciver of hct ivities' in 
the program ^^^o the home" ais a teasori for feeling that' the: visits' 
were wortbv^bile ; This stateinent wai3 provided' by- the parent who ^ 
Bade' the largest number of vib its' to the prograJri s-lte ^of those ^ 
interviewed during the sximmef -period. t t . vv, . ..v;; > : .r 

In general, the parents felt that thfe staff was' cooperative 
and approved of all that they were doing; - One parent- did^ however. . 
see the program as somewhat limited andr the curriculum asmofr sufficiently 
intensii^icd to deal effectively with the multiply handicapped..: • 1^ is 
important to note herie that, this is the same parent , who stated- -follow- 
through in ^ome as the reason for feeling that the visits were 
worthwhile. ' " ' ' ^ ; • 

The facilities used in the 'project were adequate;. * Children 
bad ample space and both staff and children had' iadequate matetiials 
and equipment with which to workv ' i -r ' : - ; ; . • .* 

The pr^Sram as implemented coincides with tbe program described 
in the proposal.' The activities of the staff demonstrate active 
commitment "to the accomplishment of program goals and objectives. 

16 
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There was on both occasions that the evaluator observed the program 
a full complement of staff engaged in individual as well as group 
instruction in discrimination of color, shape, size, gross and fine 
motor coordination, and self help skills such as self feeding. On 
the basis of what was observed by the evaluator the program appears 
to be servicing the needs of the children as outlined in evaluation 
objective 1. On the other hand, the data gathered from parents seem 
to indicate that additional strategies need to be employed to establish 
and maintain more effective two-way communication between the staff 
and the parents. Problems which parents face who have other children 
require attention for they miust be overcome to enable these parents 
to become more involved in the program of their special child. 

Recommendations made by the evaluator of the 1972-73 academic 
year Pre-Placement Program grew out of an indicated need for more 
regular use of water therapy as a strategy for the therapist. Cer- 
tainly attempts have been made to carry this out since the Sunmer 1975 
Pre-Placement program scheduled swimming for one day every week of 
the progrcun. 

Since this is a continuous program some of the program personnel 
are totally familiar with the project objectives and activities. The 
results of evaluations are discussed during the regular observation 
consiatations between administration and staff involved. As a result 
of these discussions provisions are made for any reconmendat ions. 
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Chapter IV: SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOxMMEKDATIOWS 

The Suraner Pre -Placement Program for Severely Multihandicapped 
Blind Children has not met its objective of improving a majority of 
its children's ratings by at least one scale point on the locally 
developed rating scale. The program did, however, meet its second 
objective, since parents were involved with the program. Vtany parents 
attended more than once. Each of the parents in the 23 percent sejmle 

randomly selected for interview felt that the visits to the site 

of the program were worthwhile and that they learned somethins ox' 
what was being done in the program with their child. 

This evaluator concludes that even though only one of the 
evaluation objectives has been obtained that the program has certainly 
been worthwhile. The program enabled each of l6 children to obtain 
intensive therapy daily throughout the duration of the summer program. 
From July 7, 1975 to August 7, 1975 the children were able to obtain 
the attention which, in some cases, it was not possible for them -co 
obtain in their homes because of sibling demands upon their pareuts. 
The children were able to get out on trips to the extent that may 
not have been possible under normal circumstances at home. 

It is important to note here that no child decreased in terms 
of the areas under consideration for evaluation objective 1. Table 1 
shows that the average change (i.e., mean difference) for any one subject 
or for any one category included on the chart was never as great as 
1.0 score points but always remained positive (i.e., was never less 
than zero scale points). This may mean that the Summer Pre-Placement 
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Program has served another important fu.•^ction of preventing children 
from losing whatever gains may have been made throughout the school 
year . 

In addition to the specific recommendations to follow, this 
evaluator recommends that the program be continued and that evaluation 
objective 1 be modified so that the majority of the children's performance 
m the areas indicated on the rating scale be expected to remain the same 
rather than increase by one scale point. The summer period is too 
short a period to expect overall increase in performance. 

The program may be improved if more communication is established 
between the teachers and therapists and the paraprofessionals . 
Perhaps additional time ought to be included in the program for the 
purpose of developing instructional strategies concurrently so that 
all levels of staff are clear on their roles in the program on an 
overall and daily basis. (See observation report for July l8, 1975 

in Appendix D. ) 

Although parent participation was good, it could probably 
be improved if some provisions can be made to alleviate some of the 
problems which parents must solve in order to increase their levels 
of participation in the program. It may be possible to arrange baby 
sitting for siblings of children in the program. Perhaps stipends 
and/or transfer service for parents and siblings of program participants 
from home to program location may be helpful. 

This evaluator further recommends that formal participation 
in learning experiences which would be devised by the staff for the 
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parents, be soirehow Unked with the .child's f.ttendance in the program. 
Moreover, it is recommended that parents be directed ^nd guided towards 
ways that they may identify for the staff, p-reas about which they wish 
to learn more. It is also recoir.mended that p.-^reuts be given the 
responsibility for communicntinp these needs to the staff. 

It is recommended that swimming be increased to more than 
once per week. It m^y be possible, upon resubmitting the grant 
proposal, to shift bud^^et requests so that funds may be allocated 
for a licensed swimming teacher. A swimming teacher can be justified 
on the basis of the effects of swimming upon the children which were 
demonstrated this summer. The staff states thnt children seem 
somewhat more alert subsequent to water therapy. 

Finally, stronger dishes and utensils should be used to 
avoid spillage rtu^-in- meals due to pupils' poor muscle control coupled 
with the use of easily crushed paper and plastic utensils for meals. 
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Appendix A: THE RATING SCALE 

Following the text below is a sample of the scale used for the 
evaluation of children at the Pre -Placement Program, Both pretest 
and posttest data were collected on the form shown • The scale values 
used ranged from 1 to 5. The levels of performance represented by 
the scale values used are given below. 

Scale Value Level of Performance 

1 Non-fxanctioning 

2 Minimum ability to function 

3 Moderate ability to function 
k Advanced ability to function 

5 Ability to function at age level 

The sample scale shown below was administered as a pretest on 
July l8, 1975 and again as a posttest on August 8, 1975- 
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Sample 0^ oi ^ the Pre-Place^nt Irogra. 




Sew -fl i/'^ <kt>^ ^^^'^^"K Gestural 

^^Inf IJ^L ^wa/'' ' 




NaieofChild ^ \ 7^'' '''' ''' '''' 




2 0 12 1 3 



2 0 
i^ 1 



.Pretest ,.date; 
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Appendix B: SAMPLE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

The interview schedule shown below is a sample of the instrument 
used to interview parents via telephone concerning the frequency, 
character and value of their visitations. 



Name of Parent_ 
Name of Child 



1 Did you visit the Industrial Home for the Blind during the time 
that your child was enrolled in the Summer Pre -Placement Program? 
Yes No 



2. How many times did you visit? 

3. What was (were) the reason(s) for your visit(s)? 



1^. With whom (i.e., teacher, therapist, aide) did you talk on your 
visit(s)? 



5. What do you feel you learned on the visit(s)? 



6. Do you feel the vis it (s) was (were) worthwhile for you and/or 
your child? Please explain. 



7. 



Is there anything about the summer program which we have not 
discussed that you wish to comment upon? 



Appendix C : RESPONSES TO TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS 

1. Did you visit the Industrial Home for the Blind during the time 
that your child was enrolled in the Summer Pre-Plax:ement Program? 

Subject No. 9: Yes 
Subject No. 16: Yes 
Subject No. 1: Yes 
Subject No. 6: Yes 

2. How many times did you visit? 

Subject' No.^' 9:"": ■ ^ 
Subject No. 16: 5 
Subject No. 1: 1 or 2 
Subject No. 6: 1 

3. What was (were) the reason(s) for your visit(s)? 

Subject No. 9: I know the teacher in charge. I went to visit 
ray son and to talk to the staff and observe ray son in the 
program—to be taught how to work with him at home. 

Subject No. 16: I was concerned and wanted to see how no. 16 
was getting on in the program. 

Subject No. 1: I tried to continue the policy during the year 
of attending once per week into the summer. I did not receive 
letter about the Open House. 

Subject No, 6: There was an end of term party. 

k. With whom (i.e., teacher, therapist, aide) did you talk on your 
visit(s)? 

Subject No. 9: I talked with his teachers and with the speech 
therapist. 

Subject No. 16: Teacher, therapist. 

^ Subject No. 1: I only spoke with the teacher. 

Subject No. 6: I spoke to the teacher in charge. 
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What do you feel you learned on the visit (s)v 

Subject No. 9: I learned that the program conditioned hin, _ 
taught him sign languages and gave him exercises for wal.-.ng. 
I learned about the trips he took and the effects of water 

therapy- 
Subject No. 16: I learned that no. 16 was doinf, well. I also 
learned what. was being done with her in the program. 

Subject No. 1: I learned that the therapists worked a preat ^ 
deal with no. 1 continuing his training of self feeding skx.txs 
and using equipment to help walking. 

Subject No. 6: I learned what they did, where he went on his 
trips and how he was being helped. I also learned aboac 
the progress with toilet training. 

Do you feel the visit(s) was (were) worthwhile for you and /or 
your child? Please explain. 

Subject No. 9: Yes. Once the parent establishes coramur.ic-rciu-i 
with the teacher she can know how to follow up at home what 
was done in the program. 

Subject No. 16: Yes. Because of what I learned. 

Subject No. 1: Yes. Because of what I learned. I regret r.ot 
being able to visit more often. 

Subject No. 6: Yes. It provided me with knowledge about the 
fun that the children had during the summer. 

Is there anything about the summer progrfun which we have not 
discussed that you wish to comment upon? 

Subject No. 9: The program is limited and the curriculum is not 
sufficiently intensified to deal effectively with the multiple 
handicapped. No. 9, legally blind, is also a deaf mute with 
some brain damage. 

Subject No. 16: The staff was very cooperative. I liked all 
that they were doing. I thought that the program— I have 
another child who requires attention (normal). I approve. 

Subject No. 1: None (see answer to qiiestion 6). 

Subject No. 6: These children rarely get out and the trips and 
the "fun" was good for no. 6. No additional comments. 
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Appendix D: OBSERVATION REPORT FORM(s) 
Consultant's Name: Dr. Ronald Ellis 
Date: July l8, 1975 Location: IHB 

Project Title: 

' Summer Pre-Placement Program for Severely Multihandicapped, 
Blind Children 

Time: From 10 A.M. to 2 P.M. 

Name of Teacher in Charge: Mrs. Geraldine Kelly 

Please make a detailed report for each category indicated. 
Use additional paper on the reverse side to Insure complete reporting. 
Theme of lesson or activity observed: 

There was no lesson. Each child was worked with individually 
for a short period of time. Instruction was begun at the point where 
it was terminated at the last encounter. 
Cognitive response of pupils: 

Children persisted at tasks given them to the extent that 
their short attention spans enabled them. 
Affective response of pupils: 

Children seemed to be relatively calm and contented with their 
environment. None of the children were crying or seemed agitated. 
Method of instruction used: 

Individualized instruction was used. Children were instructed 
on a one to one basis by either the teacher, the therapist or the 
paraprof ess ional . 
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Description of materials used by staff; 

There were many materials in use for the development- of 
fine and gross motor coordination. Some children were able to 
get and return the materials used in some activities. 
Description of materials used by pupils: 

Physical therapist worked with specially designed steps and 
slide board to assist child with walking. Paraprofessionals used 
donut shaped objects, a peg and a lamp to assist child in identifying 
the circle by putting it on the peg. 
Number and description of staff at site: 

Two physical therapists, three teachers, four paraprofessionals 
Describe activity of staff observed as indicated above: 

All staff seemed actively committed to the specific duties 
their role required. Physical therapist used techniques designed to 
help we child to achieve erect standing. 
Number of children in attendance: 15 
Is the program operational? 

Yes. One child absent due to illness. 
To what extent has the program been implemented according to design? 

All staff attempted to work individually v^ith pupils in such 
activities as discrimination of color, size and shape. 
Identify strengths: 

All staff w^re extremely supportive of the children. All 

personnel assisted with feeding. 
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Identify weaknesses: 

Paraprofessionr-Jr: who worked with children sometimes functioned 
in a manner not conrist-nt with procedures and strategies employed 
by professional stat":'. 
Recommendations : 

There should be more communication between professional and 
paraprofessional staff to insv.re consistent instructiOTial strategies. 



29 



Consultant's name: *^'onaid Ellis 

Date: July ?S 3 97^ Location: IHB 

Project Title: 

Summer Pre-Plocement Program for Severely Multir?andicapped, 
Blind Chiadren 

Time: From 10 A.M. to 2 P.M^ 

Name of teacher in charge: Mrs, Geraldine Kelly 

Please make a detaiJ.ed report for each category indicated. 

Use additional paper on the reverse side to insure complete reporting. 

Theme of lesson or activity observed: 

Musical so^inds vere being made by children and by speech teacher. 

The purpose was to r-ei the children to equate what they hear with 

what they produce. 

Cognitive response of pupils: 

For children who wore hearing aids or had some hearing the 

responr^e was good. Their behavior indicated that they were aware 

of the sounds. The -er>ponr?e of these children who were deaf was not 

as quick . 

Affective response of pupils: 

The children all on.joyed the activity. Many children smiled 
and cO.apped their h:.r./L<5. Other children repeated the activity on 
their own lonfc af»;p- activity had ceased. Some children put 
their ear to the tabl^ and ban,c:ed their fingerf^ or hand on the table 
to bear the sound . 
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Method of instruction user!: 

The activity observed was a group activity. However, the 
paraprofessionals followed up the activity by making sounds near the 
children's ears when they had the opportunity to relate to the children 
on an individual basis. 
Description of materials used by staff; 

The speech teacher used a wide array of musical instruments 
particularly percussion instruments such as tambourines, bells and 
drums. The paraprofessionals later used less of a variety. The 
evaluator observed tambourines and drums being used by paraprofessioneuLs. 
Description of materials used by pupils: 

The children used tambourines after the activity was ended. 
During the activity, howover, they used all of the available musical 
instruments. 

Number and description of staff at site: 

Two physira] therapists, three teachers, four paraprofessionals. 
Description of staff observed as indicated above: 

All staff were extremely committed to the specific duties 
their role required. All rtaff assisted in feeding. Physical 
therapists continued to remove children individually from their group 
activities for their session with them. Teachers worked with individuals 
within groups while the paraprofessionals maintained the group activity. 
Number of children in attendance: l6 
Is the program opergtionrD? Yes 
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To what extent hns the program been implemented according to design? 

All staff .seemed to work actively towai-d carrylnfr out program 
objectives. 
Identify strengths : 

Children receive intensive instruction • The morale of the 
children as well as the staff is extremely hi^fn. 
Identify weaknesses: 

During lunch, some children had problems in handling the paper 
cups. Some spilling occurred due to children's Jack of control. 
Water therapy was used only once per week. 
Recommendations: 

There should be stronger utensils used duriiirc feeding time 
to avoid mishaps due to the lack of control which some of the children 
have over their muscles. The frequency of water therapy should be 
increased since it appears to be benefloiaJ. 
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Appendix E: OAILY f^CHEDULE 
9:00 

9:05- 9:1"^ 
9:15- 9:30 
9:30-10:00 

10:00-10:30 

10:30-11:15 

11:15-11:30 
11:30-1^?:00 
12:00-1?:U5 
12:U5- 1:00 

1:00- 1:U5 

1:U5- P:00 

2:00 



Arrival r'f b^pses 
Toilet in;r 

Snnck (j'^ico n-id cookies) 

Physical therapy (Groups A and B) 
Individual work (Group C) 

Physical therapy (Group C) 
Individual work (Groups A and B) 

Outdoor activities (clear weather) 
Pre-academic skills (rainy days) 
Wednesday — water therapy 

Toileting- -wash up for lunch 

Lunch . 

Rest 

Toileting 

Music --directed group activity 
Prepare for dismissal 
Det?artin^e of busses 
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